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and improving student achievement. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The importance of the school library media program seems apparent to media 
specialists.  However, this is not an automatic reaction for all teachers, 
administrators, and parents.  For school library media programs to be given the 
appropriate high priority in funding and staffing plans, a marketing program 
must be developed.  If no such efforts are made, the media program might be one 
of the first to be reduced or eliminated when budget cuts are mandated. 
       --Blanche Woolls, 1999, 215 
 It is easy to give lip service to the school library media center.  It is often referred 
to as the hub of the school, the proverbial glue that holds things together, yet budget 
crunches often result in administrations looking for tape, staples or other types of 
fasteners to hold things together, and the media center is often one of the first places to 
feel the impact of budget cuts.  According to Ishizuka (2003), “Although there are no 
official numbers on the severity of the situation, the American Library Association 
confirms that an increasing number of school librarians nationwide have been axed over 
the last year” (18). St. Lifer (2002) reports that former “California Governor Gray Davis cut 
funding for school library materials by 80 percent, from $28 per student down to $5 per 
student” (11).   
 Debra Lau (2002) conducted a study for School Library Journal in which she 
surveyed 2000 principals.  The results echoed the sentiments described above.  Principals 
generally affirmed the importance of the media center and the school library media 
specialist with “eight out of ten of the principals surveyed say[ing] they strongly believe 
the media center plays a positive role in the overall value of the school” (¶ 2).  But this is 
no more than lip service, as “only 47 percent say there's a direct link between an effective 
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media center and increased student achievement, and just 41 percent say the school 
library has a positive impact on students' standardized test scores” (¶ 2).” This information 
flies in the face of recent findings of researcher Keith Curry Lance (2002) that 
demonstrate the value of the school’s media program and show the correlation of a strong 
media center to student achievement on standardized test scores. 
 In North Carolina, schools are evaluated by the ABCs Accountability Model that 
calculates growth/gain (gain for high schools) via a complex mathematical formula 
involving end-of-course tests, dropout rates, program enrollment, and other variables. 
The calculated end results seemingly have nothing to do with school library media 
centers (NC Dept. of Public Instruction), but like it or not, as Eisenberg (2004) states, 
“The bottom line in K-12 education today is student achievement,  . . . increasingly that 
achievement is defined by standardized testing and the “No Child Left Behind” act” (22).  
 Further evidence of the narrow definition of student achievement lies in the fact 
that although the school library media program sits at the metaphorical center of the 
school and is often called “the hub”, it is not part of the evaluation of the success of the 
school in the state of North Carolina.  The state requires an annual report from all media 
specialist but this report is simply an inventory of resources and technological 
infrastructure, and this information is not incorporated into any measure of accountability 
for a school system.  The annual reports are extremely detailed, but they for the most part 
ignore the role of the school library media specialist.  Out of 135 questions, only three 
address the professionals behind the collection.  One asks if there is a professional library 
media specialist with a master’s degree.  A second question asks if there is a media 
specialist serving on a provisional certificate, and a third asks for the number of media 
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assistants (North Carolina Department of Instruction, 2002).  Nowhere on the survey does 
it ask for the number of full time media specialists or the number of hours per week 
served by the media specialist.  This element is overshadowed by collection numbers.   
 These annual reports ultimately beg the question of whether and in what way 
school library media programs should be a part of the assessment of the relative successes 
of schools?  The problem lies in the measurement.  How should school library media 
centers be measured?  Do mere numbers tell the whole story?  Can the numbers tell the 
entire story when only the collection is studied?  Evidence seems to point to the fact that 
successful media programs stem from the successful media specialists who actively 
develop them, but how can the value of a dedicated professional be measured?  And, in 
the meantime, what can we learn from examining the data that is currently collected? 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 The hallmark of a school library in the 21st century is not its collections, its 
 systems, its technology, its staffing, its building, but its actions and evidences that 
 show that it makes a real difference to student learning, that it contributes in 
 tangible and significant ways to the development of human understanding, 
 meaning making and constructing knowledge. 
       -Ross Todd, 2003, 13 
 There are two problems to be addressed in this literature review.  The first 
involves creating or assigning value to the school library media center.  The second 
involves correlating that value to the value of the school as a whole.  Keith Curry Lance 
(1993) was one of the first to point out the need for links between quality media centers 
and student achievement.  Lance is at the forefront of work done in this area.  His book 
written with co-author Hamilton-Pennell, The Impact of School Library Media Centers 
on Academic Achievement, examines several variables that relate to the school media 
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center, including staff hours, circulation, collection and instruction (20).  Likewise, 
Nancy Everhart (1998) breaks down her study, Evaluating the School Library Media 
Center into six specific parts: 1) curriculum; 2) collections; 3) facilities; 4) technology; 5) 
personnel; and 6) usage.  Lance’s second study of Colorado schools, How School 
Librarians Help Kids Achieve Standards (2000), surveys eight areas of the school library 
media center: 1) hours; 2) staff; 3) paid staff activities; 4) technology; 5) usage of 
services; 6) resources; 7) expenditures and capital outlay; and 8) management (30-32).  
Both Everhart and Lance use measures that include the school library media specialists 
and their activities; they look beyond the numbers to the activities and hours of service 
performed. 
 Lance’s original study of Colorado library media centers found that “the size of the 
library in terms of its staff and its collection is a direct predictor of reading scores” (Lance, 
2002, 76).  This study also found the presence of a professionally trained librarian and 
spending on the school library to be two indirect predictors of achievement.  Current 
research by Lance focuses on three specific areas: school library development, leadership 
and collaboration, and utilization of instructional technology.  One unexpected problem 
from these studies centers upon the focus on materials and resources rather than the role 
of the librarian, a point St. Lifer (2002) echoes, “These events have one dynamic in 
common: a focus on library materials and resources and an unintentional deemphasizing 
of the school librarian's role and importance in student learning” (11).  One possible 
explanation for this is that human value (professional librarian value) is difficult to 
measure.  So while school library media programs may benefit from increased funding in 
some areas, other areas in the school as well suffer because of the lack of professional 
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influence in the program.  St. Lifer summarizes it well, noting that, “We have national 
legislation calling for more school library materials, but nothing for developing keen, 
promising talent to fill the school library pipeline” (11).  The media center, the library, is 
not simply a collection of resources.  The school library media coordinator or librarian is 
absolutely necessary in this equation.  However, the difficulties in measuring the effects 
of a strong library professional could continue to be a detriment to including media 
programs in overall school assessments.  
 Since the original Colorado study, more studies have been conducted.  Christine 
Hamilton-Pennell and others (2000) in reporting on their studies (Alaska, Pennsylvania, 
and Colorado) note that they show “a strong library media program helps students learn 
more and score higher on standardized achievement tests than their peers in library 
impoverished schools” (44) and that “a school library media program with a full-time 
library media specialist, support staff, and a strong computer network (one that connects 
the library’s resources to classrooms and labs) leads to higher student achievement, 
regardless of social and economic factors in a community” (46).  The three studies do 
reveal similar bottom lines, but the data show differences among them.  Of interest is the 
Pennsylvania study that shows that test scores increased by eight percent on 11th grade 
tests in schools with adequate staffing (at least one full-time, certified media specialist 
and one support staff member) (46).  In these instances, the media specialist is singled out 
from the program as having a direct affect on student achievement. 
 The Alaska study conducted by Keith Curry Lance (1999) provided very positive 
results for proponents of school library media programs.  This study, as have others, 
revealed various predictors of student achievement. Like many of the other studies, these 
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included staffing, access, availability of networked resources, and collaboration between 
school library media staff and public libraries.  New variables include the existence of 
specific policies, such as a challenged materials policy and the effect of specific activities 
in which the media staff engage.  In terms of staffing, the results of this study were quite 
strong.  “The analysis of librarian staffing level and CAT5 [Version 5 of the California 
Achievement Tests] test scores at both elementary and secondary levels indicate that the 
presence of a full-time librarian is a very strong predictor of average and above 
achievement” (Lance, 1999, CAT5 Test Scores… section, ¶1).  In this instance, results at the 
secondary level were even greater than those at the elementary level with approximately 
92 percent of students scoring average and above on the CAT5 tests.  Schools with at 
least a part time librarian attained a 69 percent score and above on average, and those 
without a librarian had only 51 percent of students scoring at or above average on the 
tests (Lance, 1999, Table 2).  Once again studies strongly show the significance of the 
role of the media specialist. 
 Another area of Lance’s (1999) Alaska study with positive results involved 
collaboration between school library media staff and public libraries.  “This study 
indicates that the higher the level of librarian staffing at both elementary and secondary 
levels, the more likely there is a cooperative relationship between the LMC and the 
public library” (Cooperation with the… section, ¶ 1).  At both the elementary and secondary 
levels, 90 percent of school library media centers with full-time librarians were involved 
in a collaborative relationship with the public library.  “For schools with no librarian at all, 
such relationships are a 50-50 proposition” (Cooperation with the… section, ¶ 2). Students at 
schools where such collaboration exists scored higher on the achievement tests than those 
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in schools without such a relationship.  Eighty percent of “high-achievement” schools had 
such relationships.  Ninety percent of “low-achievement” schools had no such relationship 
(Cooperation with the… section, ¶ 2).  Additionally, several other clear and satisfying 
conclusions can be drawn from the Alaska study: 
• Higher levels of librarian staffing lead to longer LMC hours of operation, 
higher levels of library media staff activity, higher student usage, and 
consequently higher test scores. 
• The higher the level of librarian staffing, the greater the percentage of library 
media staff hours dedicated to: 
o Delivering information literacy/library instruction to students 
o Planning instructional units cooperatively with teachers, and 
o Providing  in-service training to teachers and other staff 
• Regardless of the level of librarian staffing, the more library media staff time 
devoted to these activities, the higher the test scores. 
• The more often students receive information literacy/library instruction in 
which library media staff are involved, the higher the test scores. 
• Test scores tend to be higher where 
o The library media program provides online access to information—
particularly the facilities required to reach the Internet and the World 
Wide Web—and 
o The LMC has a collection development policy that addresses 
reconsideration of materials. (Conclusions section) 
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Compared to some other studies, the Alaska study unveils very concrete and statistically 
significant cause and effect relationships between a strong school library media program 
and student achievement, and more than just the program, the significant value of having 
trained, professional media specialists on staff.  Those professionals who became 
involved with collaborative projects, led instruction and understood the importance of 
new technologies were identified positively in this study. 
 Lance, in “How school librarians leave no child behind: The impact of school 
media programs on academic achievement of U.S. public school students” (2002), reports 
that seventy-five studies on the impact of school library media programs on academic 
achievement have now been conducted (3).  Many of the early studies showed that the 
presence of a professionally trained media specialist made a difference to the success of 
the school.  More recent studies have added additional understanding of this by clarifying 
these results.  These studies show that students perform better academically in situations 
where the media specialist is “part of a planning and teaching team with the classroom 
teacher, teaches information literacy skills, and provides one-to-one tutoring for students 
in need” (3).  The studies also show the value of “quality collections of books and other 
materials selected to support the curriculum, state-of-the-art technology that is integrated 
into the learning/teaching process, and cooperation between school library media centres 
[sic] and other types of libraries, especially public libraries” (3). As mentioned above, such 
collaborations are most likely to occur under the leadership of trained professional media 
specialists.  
 One of the more important and more difficult to measure of the several roles of 
the school library media specialists is that of program administrator.  Lance (2002) 
  
11
 
touches on this as well.  Only recently, within the past decade or so, has this area of the 
job been the subject of serious research.  As program administrator, the media specialist 
not only manages the school library media center but also serves as an advocate for 
information literacy in all areas of the school.  The research shows that for school library 
media specialists to be able to perform the role of advocate, they must “have support staff 
who free them from the LMC [library media center] to participate in important meetings, 
win and keep the support of the principal, support use of the school’s computer network to 
extend the reach of the LM [library media] program, and raise funds successfully” (3).  
North Carolina’s Annual Media and Technology Report (AMTR) fails to account for the 
role of media specialist as program administrator, only focusing on numbers of media 
assistants and the presence or absence of a trained professional, regardless of number or 
quality. 
 Lance (2002) discusses the need for further study, noting the need to validate and 
expand on his original Colorado study.  As a result additional studies have attempted to 
clarify what was called “the instructional role” of the school library media specialist.  
Studies have attempted to quantify how media specialists spend their hours during the 
day.  Technology issues are also addressed more precisely in the follow-up studies.  
Rather than simply count the number of computers, these studies attempt to establish the 
number of computers that provide access to library catalogs, databases and the Internet 
(3-4).  It seems these studies of “how media specialists spend their days” will guide the 
future of this research. 
 These studies, as discussed by Lance (2002), have resulted in certain “library 
media predictors.”  The first one is library media program development.  “Where LM 
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programs are better staffed, stocked, and better funded, academic achievement tends to be 
higher” (4).  Also, certain activities in which the library media specialists are involved are 
predictors of a successful school library media program.  Some of those activities include 
the media specialists’ roles as “a teacher of information literacy to students and a provider 
of in-service training to teachers; a school leader who participates in decision-making 
with other instructional leaders, and a collaborator with classroom teachers in the 
planning and delivery of instruction” (4-5). Another predictor is usage of the school library 
media center.  “In all six states [those states where research studies have been completed: 
Colorado, Alaska, New Mexico, Pennsylvania, Oregon and Iowa], individual student 
visits to the library media centre [sic] correlated with test scores” (5).  It is interesting that 
these studies show some inconsistency in terms of visits by large groups to the school 
library media center.  One would imagine that visits by large groups would also affect 
test scores, but as one study indicates large groups are often largely guided by the 
classroom teacher.  Inconsistencies in the results probably result from the level of 
collaboration between teacher and library media specialist for these large groups of 
students. The final predictor is technology; “achievement levels increased with the 
availability of networked computers, both in the LMC and elsewhere in the school” (5).  
The consistent factor in these results is the presence of a professional media specialist 
who is aware of these important roles and is involved in creating these conditions for 
his/her school. 
Ken Haycock (2001) adds a few additional indicators of a successful media center 
and, therefore, higher student achievement.  He notes that the quality of the collection is 
important.  He agrees that increased usage of the media center results in higher student 
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achievement.  Adding what may be overlooked, Haycock says that the mere presence of a 
“print-rich environment leads to more reading, and free voluntary reading is the best 
predictor of comprehension, vocabulary growth, spelling and grammatical ability and 
writing style” (34).  A professional media specialist is best prepared to create such a 
collection.   Finally, improvement in student self-esteem can also be linked to a strong 
school library media center where students show increased “confidence, independence and 
sense of responsibility in regards to their own learning” (34). 
 Lance (2002) indicates that there are five common findings from these studies.  
Professionally trained media specialists do affect student performance on achievement 
tests.  Collaboration with other teachers in the school is necessary for school library 
media specialists to make an impact.  Support staff is vital to free the media specialist to 
work in a variety of one-on-one and group settings throughout the school, not simply in 
the media center.  The school library media specialist serves as a teacher of information 
skills to students and as an in-service trainer of teachers in a variety of areas relating to 
information skills, technology and resources.  Finally, the school library media specialist 
must “embrace technology to be effective,” meaning ensuring the availability of resources 
in the media center and throughout school and, in the best case scenarios, at the students’ 
homes (5). 
 Donna Baumbach’s (2003) study of Florida school library programs provides 
similar results.  In her study’s focus on student achievement, high school results are 
separated.  High school students achieved higher on test scores where staffing was 
greater. “55.1% of students passed the FCAT reading test in higher scoring schools with 
library media staffing of 80 HPW or more, while only 37% passed in schools with poorer 
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staffing” (5).  Scores were higher on the FCAT when library media programs were staffed 
more hours per week, were staffed with more certified school library media specialists, 
were composed of more paid staff, conducted more interlibrary loans, had more visits 
using technology, and housed more networked computers and computers with Internet 
access.  The study breaks down the results even more, specifically looking at schools 
scoring in the top-third on the FCAT.  In these schools, school library media programs 
featured university-trained school library media specialists staffing the media center an 
average of 20 or more work hours per week; the staff is 34% larger and works 31% more 
hours; and the programs conduct 66% more interlibrary loans and are home to 50% more 
computers and 42% more computers connected to the Internet (5). 
 Baumbach (2003) also reports that scores on both the FCAT and the ACT are 
significantly higher in schools where library usage is higher.  Library usage can also be 
linked to certain aspects of the school library media program.  Usage increases with the 
number of hours the program is staffed by a certified media specialist, the number of staff 
hours per student, the number of networked computers per student, the number of books 
and magazine subscriptions per student, and the amount of library expenditures.  The 
Florida study concludes that a strong media program increases usage and increased usage 
leads to improved student achievement (5). 
 It seems that students feel the same way about school library media programs.  
Whelan (2004, February) reporting on Ross Todd and Carol Kuhlthau’s study, Student 
Learning Through Ohio School Libraries, details the results of their studies which show 
that 99.4 percent of surveyed students grades 3-12 “believe school libraries and their 
services help them become better learners” (46).  Nearly ninety percent of the over thirteen 
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thousand students surveyed stated that school library media specialists helped them score 
higher on assignments.  Nearly 75 percent identified their help on homework, and over 
ninety percent noted that computers in the media center aided their performance (46-47). 
 One trouble spot in all of these studies is controlling the differences between 
schools and communities.  Early studies did not do this and, as a result, the implications 
of these studies are being questioned. Money, as one might expect, is a big factor.  In 
most cases, socio-economic status proves to be an accurate predictor of a school’s and a 
school library media center’s potential success. As Lance (2002) summarizes the issue, 
“The cause of higher achievement was not spending on the library media program in 
particular, but rather being a prosperous school that could afford to spend more on 
everything” (5).  The results of studies attempting to control differences in financial 
support have been mixed at best.  “It proved impossible to separate the effects of library 
media programs from other school and community conditions in Alaska, Pennsylvania 
and –at different grade levels—in Oregon, Iowa and New Mexico” (5).  Ultimately, 
socioeconomic status proved to be the greatest predictor of achievement on standardized 
tests.  However, library media predictors outperformed all other factors that affected 
performance, including per pupil expenditures and teacher-student ratio (5). 
 The Oregon study conducted by Lance (2001) and Rodney proved to be another 
positive result for advocates of school library media centers.  The three primary outcomes 
were as follows: 
  “…School library media programs account for three to five percent of the  
  variation in reading test scores.   
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  The only variables considered that exert greater influence on test scores  
  are those external to the school.  
   The impact of library media programs outweighs that of most other  
  school variables at most school levels. (21) 
This study, like the others before, shows that the school library media program does 
ultimately affect student achievement; however, it also shows the great importance of 
outside elements.  Of the elements outside of the school environment, “the poverty level…, 
the racial/ethnic composition of the student body and the level of educational attainment 
among adults in the community” prove to be most influential (21).   
 At the high school level, Lance’s (2001) Oregon study proves to be a bit less clear.  
Three analyses of the data were undertaken.  The first showed that a combination of 
poverty level and racial/ethnic distribution far and away outweighed any other variables 
in terms of student achievement.  The second analysis showed that adult educational 
background “outweighed and masked the effects of all school characteristics including the 
LM program” (21-22).   The third analysis showed “that the two strongest predictors of 
tenth grade reading scores were teacher-pupil ratio, explaining eight percent of test score 
variation, and LM program development, explaining another five percent” (22).  Even in 
this study, money was an issue, as “at the high school level…spending on both print 
materials and electronic access to information is linked directly with tenth grade reading 
scores” (22).  Barring the inevitable effects of outside influences, the study does confirm 
that “all of the pieces of the LM program puzzle can be traced to professional LM 
specialists and support staff and their activities (22). Again, the role of the school library 
media specialist is to create the most effective program possible to increase student 
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achievement.  Having more money or a more educated population makes these roles no 
less significant. 
 Kathleen Smith (2002) of Cherry Creek High School in Greenwood Village, 
Colorado, in “Building student learning through school libraries,” outlines the model for her 
school’s successful program.  There are five parts to her plan, which build upon a strong 
library media program.  The first is advocacy.  Her school builds programs around the 
media center; an orientation to the media center is required; and programmed use of the 
media facilities is expected.  Access is another part of the plan.  Along with regular 
hours, this library remains open three hours beyond the daily schedule and one night per 
week with volunteer teachers staffing the program.  The media specialists use data to 
drive their decisions.  Details of material use help to point the media specialists in the 
right direction for future spending.  Technology is integrated into the program, embraced 
and used to improve the overall scope of the media center’s facilities.  Smith asserts that 
Cherry Creek High School believes whole-heartedly in the concept of teacher librarians.  
The librarians (all six) are a part of the teaching process, collaborating with and teaching 
with other teachers in the school (87-89).   
 Dr. Smith’s remarks can be viewed as in line with the wishes of the librarians and 
school leaders of California as reported by Minkel (2002), but the world of Cherry Creek 
High School is far different than the typical California school.  A survey (California 
School Library Media Centers and Student Achievement) conducted by SBC Pacific 
Bell’s Knowledge Network, discussed by Minkel (2002), found that the top two concerns 
of school libraries were access to resources and staffing.  The study acknowledges that 
schools and evaluations of success are based upon testing.  Participants in the study 
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“indicated that the pressure to achieve higher test scores has placed more importance on 
equitable access to both print and online library resources” (19).  In 1978, Proposition 13, 
a property tax initiative ultimately tied the hands of California school librarians by 
decreasing school and library funding.  Some schools do not have librarians on staff, and 
the largest high schools, those comprised of between 2,000 and 4,000 students, only have 
one (19), a far cry from the luxury of Cherry Creek High. 
 Michael Eisenberg (2004) summarizes much of what the previous studies in this 
area have done.  He acknowledges the successful (for library media programs) results that 
show a correlation between a successful school library media program and student 
achievement, noting the Colorado, Pennsylvania, Oregon and Alaska studies.  At the 
same time he bemoans the current state of education that goes against the nature of 
library professionals “to fight for true education reform (e.g., focusing on higher-level 
thinking skills) rather that simply testing” (22) while remaining realistic to the duties of an 
educator, noting the “need to help students succeed at whatever has been set before them” 
(22).   Eisenberg goes on to reaffirm some basic beliefs of information professionals, 
namely that “our work is founded on a fundamental conviction—the more skilled that 
students are in gathering, processing, evaluating and applying information, the more they 
will be able to achieve on any task” (22), and that teacher-librarians understand the 
importance of connecting the library media program to the school’s curriculum (22).  
California schools that choose a larger collection over a professionally trained media 
specialist will ultimately pay a price in less informed students. 
 Eisenberg (2004) also discusses E.G. Smith’s Texas Study which also showed a 
correlation between a successful library media program and student achievement.  “At the 
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elementary and middle school levels, library media programs could account for 
approximately 4% of the variance in TAAS [Texas Assessment of Academic Skills] 
scores; at the high school level, 8.2% of variance” (23).  However, despite these successes, 
Eisenberg makes the argument that this is not enough to justify the expenditures required 
to improve, enhance and grow school library media programs.  He questions whether 
variances/improvements in the area of 5% are enough to convince a school district to 
alter budgets in favor of media programs.  The main point is that correlation is not 
enough; future studies need to show causal relationships between successful library 
media programs and achievement (23). Eisenberg’s suggestions are detailed.  He suggests 
a thorough study of the tests given and an analysis of how the information skills taught to 
students address individual questions (24), certainly not an undertaking to be taken 
lightly.   
 Ross Todd (2003) as well acknowledges the positive results of the studies by 
Keith Curry Lance and others, but he also underscores the need for librarians to become 
familiar with this research and to be prepared to show proof of their worth on a local 
level (13-15).  On a similar note, Carol Koechlin and Sandi Zwaan (2002) cite studies 
that show that student achievement improves when “the teacher-librarian is a curriculum 
leader,” collaborates with other teachers, implements information literacy instruction into 
the curriculum, embraces technology and ensures that the technology is appropriately 
networked to ensure the greatest access. However, they observe that in Canada school 
library media specialists are, in some cases, considered expendable.  Their suggestion 
echoes Drs. Todd and Eisenberg.  They cite the need for school library media specialists 
to use the research on a local level to show their worth and provide the evidence that 
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administrators need to justify the expenditures on the program (21-22), not just on 
materials but staff as well. 
 Budget is an issue in North Carolina schools as well.  With site based 
management, the media program needs to justify its existence and growth to the school 
and its administrators.  It may seem to be a simple equation for administrators.  A large 
quantity of resources can be purchased for the salary of one professional librarian, but the 
professional and the resources are both necessary for a valuable and successful media 
center.   
Unfortunately, there is no easy formula into which one can plug the information 
so that it sells itself.  However, there is an abundance of data available.  The North 
Carolina Department of Instruction (www.ncpublicschools.org) makes the Annual Media 
and Technology Report for each school available through its website.  Prior to the current 
study, there has been one recent study of North Carolina school library media programs, 
Robert Burgin’s (2003) An essential connection:  How quality school library media 
programs improve student achievement in North Carolina.  Burgin’s study builds on the 
prior work of Keith Curry Lance and others.  Using Lance’s original instrument, Burgin 
surveyed media specialists at random across all school levels (elementary, middle, and 
high).  The results of these studies, as in previous studies, show a positive relationship 
between strong school library media programs and student achievement.  Student 
achievement in this case was measured by reading assessments in the elementary and 
middle grades and by the ninth grade English end-of-course exam.  The role of staffing is 
again of particular importance as Burgin adds to a lengthening line of studies showing the 
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importance of staffing a program with professionally trained media specialists, especially 
by reporting staff hours and not simply staff numbers. 
Although North Carolina has been at the forefront of creating standards with its 
ABCs Program, nothing is in place to measure the media center’s contributions accurately.   
The media center through the media specialist must sell itself and prove its own worth 
without any empirical data.  Can and will an evaluated measure of the school’s library 
center correlated to the school’s performance on the ABCs standards help to demonstrate 
the worth of the program?  In an environment of standardized testing, looking at 
percentages and bottom lines, can the real work of media specialists be measured and 
valued? 
 
 
STUDY DESIGN 
This study looks at the value of the school library media program by focusing on 
concrete data.  For the purposes of this study, data from the North Carolina Annual 
Media and Technology Report for the school year 2001-2002 was used to gather 
information about the collections and circulations of North Carolina high school media 
programs.  These data were then correlated to the ABC Composite Scores.   The 
performance composite score calculated by the ABCs formula from the same school year 
was used to rank the high schools in the state.  Non-standard high schools (schools other 
than 9-12, charter schools, specialized schools or private schools) were not included in 
the study.  In addition, no data was available for the schools from Columbus County; 
therefore, high schools from this county were not included in this study. 
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 Initially a sample of the high schools was chosen however, due to the relatively 
small number of high schools in the state of North Carolina, the total population was 
used.  The study includes 309 high schools. 
 The North Carolina Annual Media and Technology Reports were used to 
accumulate data on the various high schools in North Carolina.  Seven variables were 
chosen: 
 1. Number of books in the collection. 
 2. Number of videos in the collection. 
 3. Number of software titles in the collection. 
 4. Number of magazines/periodicals in the collection. 
 5. The average age of the collection. 
 6. The weekly circulation. 
 7. The number of books per student. 
Some variables were eliminated because of appearances of inconsistent data reporting or 
little variability in numbers (See Appendix A). 
 
METHODOLOGY 
For this limited study, three hundred nine high schools were used to determine if a 
correlation exists between variables about the school media center’s collection and the 
school’s performance on the North Carolina ABCs performance composite score.  The 
data used in this study is available through the North Carolina Department of Instruction.  
The Annual Technology and Media Reports filed by each school were used as submitted 
except in the case of obvious irregularities.  In some instances, the number of books in 
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the collection appeared to be missing a final 0.  For example, a school of 1500 students 
reported having 1760 books in its collection.  For this study, it was assumed that this 
number was a more reasonable 17,600. 
Certain numbers, such as the number of professional librarians on staff, were not 
used.  In many of the studies of high schools, these numbers are not used because there 
was little or no variance in the numbers. In North Carolina the vast majority of schools 
have one or two professional librarians, depending upon the student population of the 
school.  This information was obtained by visiting school websites and contacting several 
high schools.  Although studies repeatedly point to the value of the school library media 
coordinator, measures of the value were not possible to include in this study.  The 
numbers of media coordinators working in high school libraries vary very little from one 
program to another and data about their roles and activities are not collected on the 
Annual Technology and Media Report Form.  A more accurate measure of hours or 
professional activities is suggested for future research.  In this case, a count of mere 
warm bodies does not accurately measure their worth. 
Additionally, data on computers was not used despite availability.  The goal was 
to try to isolate elements of the school library media program that were solely under the 
control of the media specialist(s).  In many cases, schools hire additional teachers and 
staff to manage and work with the computer technology.  While networked resources and 
computers are invaluable in a contemporary library setting, using the numbers provided 
(which include the total numbers of computers per school, Internet connection speed, 
operating system, etc.) did not address the core issues of this study. 
  
24
 
This study is also limited to high schools and their media centers for several 
reasons.  High schools represent the smallest group of schools.  They are clearly 
outnumbered by middle and elementary schools.  This provides a reasonable-sized 
population to study.  In addition, fewer schools allow for clearer delineations within ABC 
scoring.  A look at all the schools ranked in order of performance composite score will 
reveal large groups of elementary and middle schools at the highest level.  This appears, 
at least on the surface, to have less variability than the high school data.  This may, in 
part, be due to the fact that high schools are measured by gain (measuring one class 
against another) while other school levels are measured by growth (measuring one class 
over time).  Because of this disparity, mixing the different school types did not seem 
effective for this study.  Most of the studies discussed earlier measured all levels but 
often broke down the results by individual level. 
As mentioned above, this study addresses data that is clearly measurable.  While 
elements of instruction, leadership and curriculum development are more likely to be of 
greater importance in establishing a quality media center, this study did not take these 
elements directly into consideration primarily because of the lack of state-collected data.  
(In similar ways, measures of classroom teacher performance are not used to assess the 
success of a school in the ABCs program.)  Further study utilizing an experimental 
method similar to that used by Nancy Everhart (1990) in An analysis of the work 
activities of high school library media specialists in automated and non-automated 
library media centers using work sampling could be used for an expanded future study.  
 The statistical method used to analyze the data was the Pearson Product-Moment 
Correlation.  The objective of the study is to determine if a correlation exists between 
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elements of a school library program and student achievement as measured by the 
performance composite ABC score.  Each of the seven variables was analyzed to 
determine if a correlation could be ascertained. 
 Some elements not directly addressed in this study may introduce bias into the 
study.  For instance, socioeconomic status and the financial support the school receives 
were not included as part of this study although they most certainly impact the media 
programs.  Socioeconomic status and other elements outside of the schools proved to be 
very influential in previous studies.   
 
RESULTS 
 The analysis of the data reveals, as expected, that there is no significant 
correlation between the seven variables from the Annual Media and Technology Report 
and the value of a school as determined by the ABC standards and the resulting 
composite score for individual high schools.  Individual analyses of each variable showed 
no significant correlation between the two.  One somewhat surprising result occurred.  A 
significant positive correlation was found between student population and ABC 
Composite Score.   
 One area, where the potential for a significant correlation seemed to exist was 
between the number of books and the ABC Composite Score, particularly in light of the 
fact that student population correlated significantly with ABC scores.  However, as the 
charts below show, no significant correlation occurs. 
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Figure 1:  Correlation of Books and ABC Composite Scores 
  
Descriptive Statistics 
 
  Mean Std. Deviation N 
ABCCOMP 68.506 11.5169 309
Books 11901.8673 4991.30968 309
 
Correlations 
 
    ABCCOMP Books 
ABCCOMP Pearson 
Correlation 1 .086
  Sig. (2-tailed) . .133
  N 309 309
Books Pearson 
Correlation .086 1
  Sig. (2-tailed) .133 .
  N 309 309
 
 
 
 Three areas where correlation was not expected due to questionable data 
collection were the number of video tapes, software titles and periodicals.  Many schools 
reported 0 for the number in these categories.  Other schools appeared to be reporting 
estimates or rounded numbers.  In any case, the results of the analyses (as shown below) 
show no significant correlations. 
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Figure 2:  Correlation of Videos and ABC Composite Scores 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 
  Mean Std. Deviation N 
ABCCOMP 68.506 11.5169 309
Videos 723.2039 470.69170 304
 
 
Correlations 
 
    ABCCOMP Videos 
ABCCOMP Pearson Correlation 1 .039
  Sig. (2-tailed) . .496
  N 309 304
Videos Pearson Correlation .039 1
  Sig. (2-tailed) .496 .
  N 304 304
 
 
 
 
Figure 3:  Correlation of Software Titles and ABC Composite Scores 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 
  Mean Std. Deviation N 
ABCCOMP 68.506 11.5169 309
Software 32.8487 60.42416 304
 
Correlations 
 
    ABCCOMP Software 
ABCCOMP Pearson Correlation 1 .059
  Sig. (2-tailed) . .303
  N 309 304
Software Pearson Correlation .059 1
  Sig. (2-tailed) .303 .
  N 304 304
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Figure 4:  Correlation of Periodicals and ABC Composite Scores 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 
  Mean Std. Deviation N 
ABCCOMP 68.506 11.5169 309
Magazines 44.2763 23.61677 304
 
Correlations 
 
    ABCCOMP Magazines 
ABCCOMP Pearson Correlation 1 .024
  Sig. (2-tailed) . .679
  N 309 304
Magazines Pearson Correlation .024 1
  Sig. (2-tailed) .679 .
  N 304 304
          
           Age of the collection seemed to be another area where a significant correlation 
might possibly occur.  Again, however, inconsistent data reporting may have confounded 
the finding.  The results showed no correlation (See tables below). 
 
Figure 5:  Correlation of Age of Collection and ABC Composite Scores 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 
  Mean Std. Deviation N 
ABCCOMP 68.506 11.5169 309
Age 18.9671 6.75590 304
 
Correlations 
 
    ABCCOMP Age 
ABCCOMP Pearson Correlation 1 -.005
  Sig. (2-tailed) . .928
  N 309 304
Age Pearson Correlation -.005 1
  Sig. (2-tailed) .928 .
  N 304 304
 
  
29
 
            Of all of the variables analyzed, books per student would seem to have the 
greatest potential for correlation to student success.  Again, however, no correlation 
existed.  Perhaps this is predictable based upon the analysis of the lack of correlation 
between number of books and ABC scores. 
 
 
Figure 6:  Correlation of Books per Student and ABC Composite Scores 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 
  Mean Std. Deviation N 
ABCCOMP 68.506 11.5169 309
BperStu 12.6755 7.78401 303
 
 
 
Correlations 
 
    ABCCOMP BperStu 
ABCCOMP Pearson Correlation 1 -.022
  Sig. (2-tailed) . .697
  N 309 303
BperStu Pearson Correlation -.022 1
  Sig. (2-tailed) .697 .
  N 303 303
 
 The last variable studied, weekly circulation seemed to have the least chance of 
showing a correlation.  The reporting of this data was also highly questionable with some 
schools reportedly circulating more books than students each week.  As expected, no 
significant correlation was found. 
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Figure 7:  Correlation of Weekly Circulation and ABC Composite Scores 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 
  Mean Std. Deviation N 
ABCCOMP 68.506 11.5169 309
Circ 220.2183 283.23553 304
 
 
Correlations 
 
    ABCCOMP Circ 
ABCCOMP Pearson Correlation 1 .069
  Sig. (2-tailed) . .230
  N 309 304
Circ Pearson Correlation .069 1
  Sig. (2-tailed) .230 .
  N 304 304
 
 
 While these variables showed no significant correlation to ABC Composite 
scores, student population did.  Further study on this issue is warranted, but it does not 
directly relate to this study or school library programs.  However, it does suggest that 
socioeconomic factors may be involved.  (See Appendix B). 
 
LIMITATIONS 
 This study has some limitations that may affect the results.  Several of these are 
discussed in various places throughout the paper.  The use of corrected data, adding a 
zero to a number to “correct” a perceived error, is one instance.  It may have been better to 
ignore these schools.  The same holds true for the use of schools with incomplete or 
obviously inaccurate data.  In most instances these schools were included because of one 
or more pieces of relevant data.  However, other data may have been skewed slightly due 
to their inclusion.  The accuracy of any data in these reports is completely dependent 
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upon the media professionals responsible for gathering and submitting it and those who 
published it.     
 
CONCLUSIONS 
Initial Reactions 
 Initially, the results of this study are somewhat surprising.  However, having been 
immersed in the literature and in the working environment of a high school media center, 
I found the results in line with my expectations.  As much as administrators on local, 
state, and federal levels would like to raw numbers to reveal universal truths, it rarely 
happens this way.   
 
What It Means 
 If all of the literature points to a correlation, sometimes a significant correlation, 
between a successful school library media program and student achievement, then why 
does this study not show similar results?  The answer is simple.  This study ignores, 
purposely, the human impact. In this instance, the human is a professional media 
specialist, and in all of the studies that show a correlation, the human impact is included.  
The goal in this instance differed from those of the earlier studies in that it was to see if 
the building blocks of a school library media program (i.e., the books and periodicals) 
were enough to validate or signify a successful school library media program.    
 One clear conclusion is that, even if the numbers had shown a correlation, the data 
was suspect.  There appeared to be inherent flaws in the data.  While measuring the 
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human impact can be subjective, inaccurate or questionable, this data calls concrete and 
seemingly objective data into question as well. 
 
1.   Numbers mean very little in terms of student achievement and success in relationship 
to a school’s library media program.  For example, a school like Bertie High School has 
impressive numbers.  Their media center holds nearly 16,000 books (15,986) and 
averages 15.67 books per student, one of the highest ratios of the group (See Appendix 
A).  However, the composite ABC score is only 44.1 (Appendix A), one of the lowest of 
the group.  Contrast those numbers with a school like Central Cabarrus High School.  Its 
media center holds only 7,528 books and averages only 5.91 books per student, yet its 
ABC composite score (83.4) is one of the highest. 
 
2.    The Annual Media and Technology Report collects information about 
magazine/periodical and software collections; however, in this age of online magazine 
databases and networked software resources, a school reporting 0 in both categories 
could, by virtue of a strong technological infrastructure, actually surpass many other 
schools in available resources.  In fact, nearly half (149) of the schools reported having 0 
software titles in their library collections.   
 
3.    The average age of the collection also caused some concern.  Some reports reflected 
the age of the collection with a number such as 17, indicating 17 years.  Others reflected 
the age with a year, such as 1985 (in these reports, also 17 years).  While this 
inconsistency is annoying, it is not as troublesome as the wide disparity in ages.  While 
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most schools reflected an age of around 20 years, some reflected an age of one (E.E. 
Waddell High School) or 0 (D.H. Conley High School).  The accuracy of these numbers 
is highly questionable. 
 
4.   There is at least the appearance of incomplete or inaccurate reporting of information 
on the Annual Media and Technology Reports.  For instance, Bartlett Yancey High 
School reports a weekly circulation of 2,438 but only has a student population of 1,016.  
Jay M. Robinson High School reports similar numbers with a weekly circulation of 1,950 
and a student population of 1,007.  In this instance, however, the school reports a book 
collection of only 5,600.  In essence, they report over a third of their collection 
circulating each week. 
 Additionally, some reports appear to be estimates or, at the very least, rounded 
numbers.  South Mecklenburg High School reports exactly 15,000 books, 600 video 
titles, and 20 periodicals in its collection.  While this is certainly possible, it seems 
unlikely.  Other reports show similar questionable data with all numbers seemingly 
reflecting estimates or rounded off figures. 
 Both instances call into question the value of these reports.  It would appear that 
some schools do not carefully report the numbers while others do.   Some instances can 
certainly be the result of mistakes, mis-typing or mis-reading of the information, but there 
are too many instances to allow them all to be mistakes. The inconsistencies do not 
permit accurate analysis of the data.  They also reflect poorly on the media programs to 
outside observers.  Inaccurate reporting suggests carelessness and apathy on the part of 
those in charge of compiling the reports.  The incomplete and/or inaccurate reports may 
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ultimately be due to understaffed or poorly staffed programs, but the raw data does not 
clearly reveal this.  So, while this may not necessarily indicate a poor media center, a 
poor school or a poor program, it calls into question the professionalism of the programs 
and certainly suggests a scenario where crossing every “t” and dotting every “i” is not the 
norm. 
 The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (2004), that accredits many of 
the schools in the state, sets guidelines for school library media programs.  For instance, 
“The school shall provide a balanced collection of 2,000 usable library volumes or at least 
10 volumes per student whichever is greater” (13).  This guideline almost ensures that 
school systems will maintain a certain books-per-student ratio to protect the school’s 
accreditation.  Additionally, it designates guidelines for periodicals, cataloging, 
collaboration, staff development, technology, procedures, and other aspects of the 
program. (13). With such guidelines and standards in place, most schools will at least 
reach minimum levels, making comparisons of the numbers less valuable as a 
differentiating characteristic. 
 By comparing the previous studies by Keith Curry Lance and others with this 
study, two points appear clearly.  Previous studies have consistently shown a correlation 
between a successful school library media program and student achievement, but this 
study shows no correlation between raw collection data and student achievement as 
measured by the ABC composite score.  The missing link in this scenario is the function 
of the school library media specialist. 
 The lack of correlating data in this instance does not reflect poorly on school 
library media programs in the high schools of North Carolina.  It reflects the realities of 
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the current state of education.  Funding for schools is dependent upon many variables.  
Some schools are just starting out, others are poor performers or Title I programs.  What 
this study shows is that quantifying a successful media program is exceedingly difficult.  
In some instances poorer schools may receive more funding, but these funds may not 
necessarily improve the programs.  Funding needs to be spent first to improve staffing.  
Studies consistently show that professional staffing makes a difference in student 
achievement.  The current study shows that large collections do not make the same 
difference.  A well-chosen, quality collection gathered by professionals will ultimately 
produce better results.  In essence, by showing no correlation, the study demonstrates the 
necessity and importance of a school library media specialist. 
 
The North Carolina Studies:  Comparisons and Contrasts 
 One of the major differences between Burgin’s (2003) study and this study centers 
upon the groups analyzed.  While both studies sought to correlate media programs and 
student achievement, Burgin’s study was much larger in scope, encompassing all 
education levels, K-12, while this study focused only on high schools.  A second 
difference lies in the methodology.  Burgin used a voluntary survey to gather information 
while this study relied on published reports from the state.  There are merits in both.  The 
published reports ensure a larger percentage of participating schools and programs while 
a survey allows for more detailed questioning and more depth of study.  However, both 
are entirely dependent upon others for accurate data.  It is plausible that those programs 
spending the time to complete the survey (22 %) would provide accurate data, but it 
certainly calls into question the large percentage of programs that failed to complete the 
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survey and, perhaps as well, the performances of such programs. Similar questions are 
raised by the inconsistencies in the AMTRs.  
 The measure of student achievement also differs in these studies.  Burgin used 
reading competency tests and English end-of-course exams to measure student 
achievement.  This study used the ABC Composite scores, a value based upon a wide 
array of tests and other measures by the State of North Carolina.  Burgin’s study shows a 
correlation between library programs and the test scores that he selected.  It would be 
interesting to example correlations between other measures of student achievement or 
school success and the collection measures used here. 
 In an odd way, both studies, though providing different outcomes, prove the 
strength of school library media specialists.  Burgin’s (2003) study does this in a 
straightforward manner, pointing out increased student achievement in instances where 
programs are “staffed more hours during the week, [and] …open more hours during the 
school week” (4).  Even more “collection based” results (newer books and online periodical 
services) surely benefit from the experienced hands of trained professionals.  This study 
strongly implies that successful programs and the resulting student achievement relies on 
something other than simple numbers of books, magazines, and circulation numbers, 
namely school library media specialists.  More in-depth studies need to be conducted to 
further support the need for media specialists and school library media programs. 
 
Stepping Out of the Shadows:  Overcoming Perceptions  
 It sometimes seems like the easy solution to a problem is to simply toss money at 
it.  If this study shows anything, it is that money, books, periodicals, and software will 
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not ensure student achievement.  Clearly a strong, motivated, professional school library 
media staff can make a difference.  Perhaps, the money would be more wisely spent, as 
the studies suggest, in ensuring appropriate staffing, with both professional school library 
media specialists and qualified media assistants.  Allowing the library media specialist 
time to collaborate with teachers and public libraries as well as time to prepare staff 
development and informational skills instruction is a primary reason to hire additional 
staff. 
 School principals and other school administrators, however, are not going to 
spend money on a program that does not warrant respect or provide benefits to the school 
as a whole.  Such is the case with Martin Luther King Jr. Middle School in Madera, 
California. Debra Lau Whalen (2003) tells the story of Principal Edward Gonzalez who, 
upon taking over the school, consistently questioned the value of spending money on the 
media center.  Gonzalez, a former teacher, spent fifteen years at a school without a school 
library media specialist and “questioned [media specialist, Sharon] Owen’s every move” 
(46).  It was Owen who was able to present data (circulation and patron statistics, and 
budget) and proof of her professional work (collaborative efforts and library goals) to 
earn Gonzalez’ respect to prove her and her program’s worth.   
 The results are clear.  Principal Gonzalez “allocated $30,000 dollars in Title I 
funding solely for school library materials, added an additional part-time library 
technician, and designated media specialist Sharon Owen ‘the school’s most important 
resource’” (44).  The significant result here is the emphasis on the media specialist.  It is 
Owen who is designated the resource even though she is only one part of her program.  
Her abilities as a professional media specialist have turned the financial investment into 
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successes. “The media center’s circulation has shot up more than tenfold to about 65,000 
annually, and there was a record 5,000 more student patrons in 2002-2003 than the 
previous year” (44).  The successes spread, as expected, to student achievement.  More 
students reading should mean better reading scores, and in this instance, “scores are up by 
40 percent” (44), a number certainly enhanced by the 300 percent growth in the media 
center’s collection (44).  North Carolina school systems and their administrators should 
take a good look at the lessons learned by Principal Gonzalez.  A nice collection is an 
excellent start, but it is support, both fiscal and philosophical, in the school’s media 
program and the person or people in charge that makes the ultimate difference.   
 It is generally agreed that standardized testing, like it or not, is the hottest topic in 
education.  All of the arguments for and against its merits are moot; states are using the 
scores and judging schools by their performances.  State performance assessments, to this 
point, do not specifically measure the performance of a school’s library media program.  
Although North Carolina collects information through the Annual Media and Technology 
Reports, this data is not used in calculating a school’s or its students’ successes and/or 
failures.  Therefore, it is incumbent upon the school library media specialist to become 
aware of those curriculum areas that are measured and support those needs as much as 
possible.   
 Joyce Valenza (2003) paints just this scenario in “Boosting Test Scores.”  In this 
instance, the school’s media specialist looked for ideas to help increase reading scores and 
support classroom teachers who face the mounting pressures associated with standardized 
testing and the associated school evaluations based upon them.  All of the suggestions in 
Valenza’s article showed ways in which media specialists could take part in preparing for 
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the tests that currently judge the success of a school.  These suggestions included 
gathering data, researching the tests, and teaching information skills, all which clearly fall 
within the daily realm of being a media specialist (LQ6).   
 For North Carolina high schools, these activities could support one position per 
school easily.  High schools in North Carolina feature end-of-course exams (EOCs) in 
many of the core courses in English, mathematics, science and social studies.  Vocational 
tests (VOCATS) are required for students enrolled in vocational courses.  Sophomores 
take the North Carolina Comprehensive Test of Reading and Mathematics and a writing 
test.  Additionally, some students continue to take competency tests in reading, 
mathematics and computer skills.  Others prepare and take the SAT.  The state continues 
to tweak the method of measuring a school based upon some of these tests.  School 
library media specialists can make a huge difference in student achievement by studying 
these tests and emphasizing the information skills required to prepare for them and do 
well. 
 From a national level, with the No Child Left Behind Act, more pressure falls on 
schools and the results of the standardized tests.  While it is rare to hear an educator talk 
positively about the reality of this act (as opposed to the theory behind it), Debra Lau 
Whalen (2004), sees this act as an opportunity for school library media specialists.  She 
notes that this law does not specifically identify the role of a library program or a school 
library media specialist, and, therefore, Whalen calls on media specialists to “carve out 
relevant tasks for themselves” (40).   She quotes Scott Knickelbine of a consulting firm for 
companies that target educational markets who chillingly forecasts that “if they’re [school 
library media specialists] not thought of as being essential to the mission of improving 
  
40
 
student test scores, then they risk being seen as irrelevant” (40).  Knickelbine sees a simple 
solution in reading comprehension.  If there is one area associated with school library 
media programs, it is reading; a program focused on increasing reading comprehension 
would contribute to student success both on standardized tests and in the regular 
classroom environment.  John Bailey, director of educational technology at the U.S. 
Department of Education , and Frances Bradburn, the director of instructional technology 
for North Carolina’s Department of Public Instruction, agree that literacy and reading are 
the keys to library involvement in the No Child Left Behind legislation (Whalen, 2004, 
42). 
 Mary Lankford, an independent consultant and former director of library services 
believes that knowledge of the law is the key to the librarian’s role.  As mentioned above, 
knowledge of the test is a way in which media specialists can better prepare students and 
staff for testing, knowledge of the law can allow media specialists to better define their 
roles in the No Child Left Behind Act.  She states that the law has many areas that call for 
collaboration, and collaboration is important to the success of a school library media 
program as numerous studies cited above confirm.  In this case, media specialists already 
hold the key (Whalen, 2004, 40).  
 Learning from the published studies is something that media specialists also need 
to do.  Suggestions have been made, specifically by Todd (2003), to spend time with the 
research, understand it and make use of it on a local level.  Donna Baumbach’s Florida 
study specifically asks media specialists to improve an area of their program, and Florida 
media specialists have been motivated to act by this study (Whalen, 2004, 18).  This 
current North Carolina study shows that collecting books and materials is not enough.  
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This study combined with other studies reveals that the school library media specialist 
makes the difference.  Twenty thousand books and an inadequate staff are of little value 
to students and their achievement on standardized tests or any other measure of 
achievement that might be used by the schools. 
 Modern technologies associated with the newest OPACs can produce an endless 
array of reports.  However, ultimately it is a knowledgeable, professional school library 
media specialist who puts this information to use.  Computers in schools bring networked 
resources to media centers and computers throughout the facility, but it is the trained 
professional media specialist who obtains rights to databases, instructs students and staff 
on proper use, and makes the Internet and integral part of the collection.   
Even the most meager collection contains close to ten thousand books and 
periodicals; it is the trained professional media specialist who works to make sure that 
those works support the curriculum and find their way into the hands of those who need 
them.  At one time or another, all book lovers have wandered into a used bookstore, the 
one with books crammed into every crevice, smelling distinctly of old paper and offering 
hours of browsing pleasure.  This is not the place to go to find the resources for research 
papers or study materials.  Academic study is not left to serendipity, and as intriguing and 
amazing as a rare find may be, the school library media center offers what is needed and 
provides that service with a smile.  No ladders, no falling stacks of books, just 
information and information professionals.  Everything has its time and place, but school 
libraries should be forever the heart of a school. 
 
What’s Next?  Looking to the Future 
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 The results of this study are inconclusive.  From previous studies, there would 
seem to be two ways to go with any future research.  One direction would be to follow in 
the footsteps of the work of Keith Curry Lance and others and conduct a thorough study 
of school library programs across grade levels attempting to replicate the correlation 
between student achievement and school library media programs.   
The second direction would be, as suggested by Eisenberg (2004), to conduct a 
study that seeks a causal relationship between a school library media program and student 
achievement. This second direction would seem to evolve naturally from the first.  Once 
a correlation is established, delving into the specifics to determine cause would seem only 
natural.  The difficulty with both types of study is the problem of quantifying certain 
subjective elements of the research.  While it is simple to note whether or not a skill was 
taught, it is not as simple to measure the quality of the instruction with some kind of 
natural assessment.  Testing the students on the content is subject to the same original 
pitfalls, socioeconomic status, parental education level, and school wealth.   
Another interesting element that can be addressed by further research involves 
looking specifically at different levels of education.  For instance, this study addresses 
high schools while most of the other studies address schools K through 12.  Certainly 
there are similarities in the jobs of media specialists at all levels, but there are many 
differences.  Comparing the roles of media specialists at elementary levels with those at 
the high school level is a bit like comparing apples and oranges.   
The differences, like the differences between elementary and secondary teachers, 
justify independent research.  For example, most elementary school library programs, 
whether on fixed or flexible schedules, see every student in their school weekly.  This is 
not true at the secondary level, particularly when the school has adopted block scheduling 
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where students may end up in classes that do not require research or independent reading 
and offer few opportunities to visit the media center as a class for semesters at a time.  
Middle schools offer their own unique challenges to media specialists.  Reading scores 
are the focus of student achievement in many of these studies, and while tests of reading 
skills are prominent in elementary and even middle school, they are not the norm at the 
high school level.  Certainly, the argument can be made that reading is at the heart of any 
standardized test, but in the end, the scores are not posted as reading scores.  In North 
Carolina, currently a comprehensive test of reading and mathematics is required of 
sophomores, but the only other reading test is the reading competency test, originally 
given in grade 8, that is only given to students who have not yet passed.  The role of the 
secondary media specialist is complicated by the various types of testing that occur at this 
level.  Many of the distinctions of the various levels are lost by grouping them together. 
One truth holds steady; there are ample opportunities for more research in this 
area.  It seems unfortunate that the school library media program has to continually 
justify its existence, but this inevitable truth may act as the spur that every profession 
needs.  By constantly striving to prove their worth, school library media specialists must 
learn, teach, share and ultimately grow, and as the members of the profession come to 
personify professionalism, their place at the hub of the school and the heart of the 
curriculum will remain secure.
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Appendix A 
School and Media Center Data 
SCHOOL 
ABC 
COM
P BOOKS VIDEOS 
S.WAR
E MAGS AGE 
BOOKS/ 
STUDENT CIRC. 
STUDE
NTS 
A C REYNOLDS HS 87.7 14358 173 6 31 24 10.68 321 1344
A L BROWN HS        67.3 9289 965 0 79 26 8.09 40 1148
ALBEMARLE HS      67.4 7023 520 25 22 29 11.25 138 624
ALEXANDER 
CENTRAL HS    72.2 11506 615 22 13 20 7.89 200 1459
ALLEGHANY HS      79.5 7262 244 16 26 22 19.06 200 381
ANDREWS HS          78.7 5275 58 21 35 24 21.27 34 248
ANSON HS                49.3 10030 597 3 62 22 9.13 100 1098
APEX HS                 85.5 12921 1586 123 55 13 6.55 110 1973
ASHBROOK HS        66.8 11223 509 0 46 19 8.7 232 1290
ASHE COUNTY HS  74.7 14361 1180 1 42 21 15.82 150 908
ASHEBORO HS         69.9 9445 1051 51 30 21 8.79 40 1074
ASHEVILLE HS        72.6 21637 1217 109 106 25 17.58 400 1231
ATHENS DRIVE HS 80.9 17363 1571 16 73 11 10.08 950 1722
AVERY COUNTY 
HS         78 7098 180 0 30 23 11.27 24 630
AYDEN-GRIFTON 
HS        65.8 6191 561 0 35 18 11.32 101 547
BANDYS HS              70.7 10858 1331 239 25 18 12.85 301 845
BARTLETT 
YANCEY HS      53.9 15177 410 68 42 15 14.94 2438 1016
BEDDINGFIELD HS 56 18144 2780 0 56 25 18.98 89 956
BEN L SMITH HS     43.8 12777 160 32 62 19 9.17 1502 1393
BERTIE HS               44.1 15986 562 0 87 20 15.67 220 1020
BESSEMER CITY 
HS        59.9 7200 312 0 16 24 11.69 200 616
BLADENBORO HS   60.9 5337 725 0 25 22 12.13 56 440
BREVARD HS           88.9 14902 838 60 79 24 19.15 350 778
BUNKER HILL HS    57.8 7877 948 20 24 20 9.85 27.75 800
BUNN HS                 67.5 7418 200 0 15 18 10.16 103 730
BURNS HS                72.6 13555 1276 7 63 17 12.95 213 1047
C E JORDAN HS       74.7 17818 1423 222 53 19 9.95 158 1790
CAMDEN COUNTY 
HS        73.4 5600 589 120 15 21 13.27 50 422
CAPE FEAR HS         69.2 15563 1194 103 71 21 11.1 180 1402
CARVER HS              45.1 10603 867 0 8 18 10.36 25 1023
CARY HS                 85.1 18632 1116 0 40 22 11.42 168 1632
CENTRAL 
CABARRUS HS     83.4 7528 1141 0 33 27 5.91 100 1274
CENTRAL 
DAVIDSON HS     70.3 14751 1203 171 60 25 16.56 204 891
CHAPEL HILL HS     87.8 12500 200 0 48 15 8.05 650 1552
CHARLES B 
AYCOCK HS     67.5 11726 844 47 45 23 11.2 175 1047
CHARLES D OWEN 74.1 13531 1101 130 41 25 15.15 177 893
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HS       
CHASE HS                67.8 11485 53 0 65 24 15.54 101 739
CHATHAM 
CENTRAL HS      73.4 8429 326 115 36 11 22.78 80 370
CHERRYVILLE SR 
HS       75.1 5613 260 6 38 16 10.02 0 560
CLAYTON HS           82.3 18456 1060 209 75 17 13.5 209 1367
CLINTON HS             69.5 10902 510 0 42 11 15.89 50 686
CLYDE A ERWIN 
HS        78 18271 787 25 38 22 17.7 312 1032
CONCORD HS           71.3 12406 1188 21 53 28 11.18 86 1110
CREST SENIOR HS  78.1 18208 897 0 75 20 13.97 255 1303
CROATAN HS           82.9 10435 1494 250 78 5 14.35 350 727
CURRITUCK 
COUNTY HS     75.7 10912 150 0 50 17 11.7 689 933
D H CONLEY HS      73.1 10116 743 18 28 0 6.58 268 1537
DALTON 
MCMICHAEL HS     67.2 8208 848 16 19 12 8.92 1025 920
DAVID W BUTLER 
HS       64.7 12086 1194 34 93 7 6.28 320 1923
DAVIE COUNTY 
HS         71.3 13270 2044 0 38 25 8.44 446 1572
DIXON HS                79.1 6675 331 21 43 20 12.89 68 518
DOUGLAS BYRD 
HS         62.8 21740 719 9 59 20 16.51 156 1317
DUDLEY HS              37.2 14268 502 27 34 23 12.03 143 1186
E E SMITH HS           50.2 22000 1178 140 67 19 18.92 175 1163
E E WADDELL HS    40.2 14644 860 17 69 1 15.24 100 961
EAST BLADEN HS   52.1 6914 618 0 0 25 10.62 30 651
EAST BURKE HS      79.7 11913 1371 0 42 27 6.83 208 1744
EAST CARTERET 
HS        68.8 8579 983 48 51 19.6 13.77 95 623
EAST CHAPEL 
HILL HS     84.7 18654 254 0 21 6 13.53 254 1379
EAST DAVIDSON 
HS        75.6 7410 315 0 21 24 8.92 85 831
EAST DUPLIN HS     67.2 12605 506 0 32 27 16.87 151 747
EAST FORSYTH HS 69.5 18262 577 0 41 21 11.31 300 1614
EAST GASTON HS   69.4 12875 220 0 35 17 9.94 215 1295
EAST HENDERSON 
HS       74.6 11972 655 0 70 25 12.71 105 942
EAST LINCOLN HS  74.2 12433 267 32 21 21 9.87 456 1260
EAST 
MECKLENBURG 
HS     64.9 21594 1145 149 28 22 10.54 225 2049
EAST 
MONTGOMERY HS 54.4 3000 300 0 40 10 5.58 75 538
EAST ROWAN HS    71.8 13201 1101 134 78 22 10.34 225 1277
EAST 
RUTHERFORD HS    70.2 9766 704 0 40 17 11.46 254 852
EAST SURRY HS      76.7 8875 137 0 29 7 16.22 75 547
EAST WAKE HS       73.9 20136 1333 120 43 15 11.63 263 1731
EAST WILKES HS    78.5 8070 185 0 20 32 15.37 83 525
EASTERN 67.7 8894 527 64 39 18 9.9 124 898
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ALAMANCE HS     
EASTERN 
GUILFORD HS     57.5 7420 223 9 20 16 8.31 481 893
EASTERN 
RANDOLPH HS     63.4 19971 1182 234 56 21 16.59 197 1204
EASTERN WAYNE 
HS        79.1 13660 1097 46 87 23 10.4 588 1313
EMSLEY A LANEY 
HS       73.2 16010 1081 0 88 21 8.92 220 1794
ENKA HS                 74.1 22817 908 314 78 20 20.07 196 1137
EUGENE ASHLEY 
HS        65.5 15160 1306 0 72 6 14.63 306 1036
FAIRMONT HS         62.9 12828 751 100 56 27 18.62 100 689
FARMVILLE 
CENTRAL HS    71.5 4218 1000 50 34 12 6.32 82 667
FIKE HS                 62.3 16417 1079 93 75 20 15.03 99 1092
FORBUSH HS            74.3 12696 800 54 36 28 13.32 200 953
FOREST HILLS HS   69.1 9895 759 95 25 19 12.05 100 821
FORESTVIEW HS     75.1 9419 137 9 62 10 8.17 355 1153
FRANKLIN HS          72.4 10502 1068 0 49 23 10.3 302 1020
FRANKLINTON HS  61.3 8795 0 12 0 26 13.39 53 657
FRED T FOARD HS  78.6 11295 1137 30 37 19 9.94 157 1136
FREEDOM HS           81.5 11000 50 0 25 26 5.47 55 2012
FUQUAY-VARINA 
HS        76.8 14259 1101 0 37 11 9.19 214 1551
GARINGER HS          36.7 23519 521 5 44 12 14.85 29 1584
GARNER HS              70.1 16158 428 0 51 19 8.25 48 1958
GATES COUNTY 
SR HS      70.9 9 . . . . . . 586
GOLDSBORO HS      45.1 10071 146 0 42 23 12.83 125 785
GRAHAM HS            53.1 9253 495 0 28 26 11.27 125 821
GREEN HOPE HS     89.6 15208 732 89 34 6 7.89 232 1928
GREENE CENTRAL 
HS       62.4 12202 109 0 55 20 14.74 876 828
GRIMSLEY HS          81.6 13656 208 0 74 20 8.03 450 1701
HARDING UNIV HS 64.9 15270 837 2 45 31 11.2 75 1364
HARNETT 
CENTRAL HS      73.4 22139 1633 273 33 25 19.05 1467 1162
HAVELOCK HS        73.3 13308 570 0 89 25 10.57 281 1259
HAYESVILLE HS     81.9 4912 0 0 25 24 13.03 75 377
HENDERSONVILL
E HS       81.8 7200 285 0 39 0 12.24 0 588
HERTFORD 
COUNTY HS      36.2 9 . . . . . . 1172
HIBRITEN HS            72.4 13523 980 44 72 26 15.06 177 898
HICKORY HS            72.9 15191 757 0 21 25 13.4 73 1134
HIGH PT CENTRAL 
HS      60 15000 0 0 30 24 12.46 50 1204
HILLSIDE HS            46.5 17836 817 103 66 14 17.28 242 1032
HOBBTON HS           62.1 5500 254 23 34 27 13 50 423
HOKE COUNTY HS 54.3 16589 1879 0 30 25 11.31 71 1467
HOPEWELL HS         65.9 15000 675 8 58 12 12.01 150 1249
HUGH M 46.1 15143 882 31 35 22 19.12 174 792
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CUMMINGS HS      
HUNTER HUSS HS   58.2 12882 268 0 36 24 13.57 68 949
INDEPENDENCE 
HS         60.7 19870 1080 6 69 23 8.86 209 2243
J F WEBB HS             74.6 12360 204 0 49 17 10.37 106 1192
J H ROSE HS             82.2 8750 445 0 25 22 4.84 60 1807
JACK BRITT HS        79.6 8785 322 2 79 7 5.45 203.6 1611
JACKSONVILLE 
HS         76.4 13868 778 10 26 12 10.36 300 1339
JAMES HUNT HS     70.4 24975 1654 271 69 23 23.3 143 1072
JAMES KENAN HS   59.1 7974 310 0 43 22 14.21 50 561
JAY M ROBINSON 
HS       77.7 5600 343 0 46 6 5.56 1950 1007
JOHN A HOLMES 
HS        69.5 9654 795 2 28 20 13.06 93 739
JOHN M 
MOREHEAD HS      69.9 8097 200 0 17 20 7.73 54 1048
JOHN T HOGGARD 
HS       85 25975 714 0 50 25 14.81 305 1754
JONES SENIOR HS   47 9 . . . . . . 363
JORDAN 
MATTHEWS HS      70.5 9928 351 0 30 13 17.89 50 555
KINGS MOUNTAIN 
HS       75.7 1332 750 0 52 26 1.21 642 1104
KINSTON HS             66 11756 250 0 17 29 11.63 111 1011
LAKEWOOD HS       68.5 5813 71 0 30 15 12.47 75 466
LEDFORD SENIOR 
HS       81.3 9 . . . . . . 827
LEE COUNTY HS     69.3 14298 1050 0 75 30 6.45 260 2218
LEESVILLE ROAD 
HS       87.4 16698 1600 41 49 11 8.38 312 1992
LEXINGTON SR HS 54.1 8898 534 0 15 25 11.93 100 746
LINCOLNTON HS    72.2 9595 207 0 12 24 10.77 88 891
LOUISBURG HS       54.2 7166 522 0 28 23 12.04 200 595
LUCY RAGSDALE 
HS        71.1 12517 1151 130 60 22 11.55 200 1084
LUMBERTON 
SENIOR HS     58.6 19211 957 0 38 17 10.07 500 1908
MADISON HS            77.9 19694 0 0 0 24 29.62 75 665
MAIDEN HS              76.2 7055 916 87 28 25 12.87 45 548
MANTEO HS             77.2 9047 418 0 25 17 8.59 115 1053
MASSEY HILL 
CLASSIC     72.6 4524 203 21 72 10 13.67 98 331
MATTAMUSKEET 
HS         69.1 20753 776 0 58 7 119.96 173 173
MCDOWELL HS       69 11392 583 0 40 25 9.88 158 1153
MIDWAY HS             61.3 5318 374 0 33 32 9.14 85 582
MILLBROOK HS      76.8 25539 1154 0 40 15 12.65 600 2019
MITCHELL HS          69.5 13504 718 11 83 22 19.95 87 677
MONROE HS             60.4 8350 725 12 40 15 10.48 88 797
MOORESVILLE SR 
HS       73.2 10660 358 0 35 24 9.07 125 1175
MOUNT AIRY HS     75 7200 53 0 39 32 13.66 25 527
MOUNT TABOR HS 76.3 14960 913 253 23 21 9.02 328 1659
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MOUNTAIN 
HERITAGE HS    77.7 19185 158 0 85 17 26.98 100 711
MT PLEASANT HS   75.1 6358 689 10 30 25 6.84 150 929
MURPHY HS             81.3 9064 387 0 19 18 16.1 130 563
MYERS PARK HS     70.4 18422 950 32 32 32 7.52 302 2451
N EDGECOMBE 
MAGNET      56.5 7894 726 0 38 23 20.77 150 380
NEEDHAM 
BROUGHTON HS    78.7 17156 1165 0 41 26 9.21 70 1862
NEW BERN HS         78.4 22000 1185 0 31 28 13.48 1350 1632
NEW HANOVER 
HS          69.1 21595 1519 85 57 24 15.56 113 1388
NEWTON-
CONOVER HS       79 9152 563 0 40 0 12.22 0 749
NORTH 
BRUNSWICK HS      61.9 9750 100 0 40 7 15.43 60 632
NORTH 
BUNCOMBE HS       82.4 11423 555 49 49 17 10.69 417 1069
NORTH DAVIDSON 
SR HS    80.7 9955 450 0 63 19 7.42 1000 1342
NORTH FORSYTH 
HS        70.5 8421 360 0 72 27 5.78 66 1456
NORTH GASTON 
HS         65.4 10348 147 0 41 27 10.53 79 983
NORTH 
HENDERSON HS      73.2 8419 668 4 58 17 10.29 105 818
NORTH IREDELL 
HS        66.8 12980 283 0 20 28 12.69 250 1023
NORTH JOHNSTON 
HS       80.9 10231 180 0 35 24 16.48 50 621
NORTH LENOIR HS 71.2 10713 325 0 44 20 12.09 300 886
NORTH 
MECKLENBURG 
HS    66 14471 805 0 47 20 9.08 279 1593
NORTH MOORE HS 75.5 5864 0 0 28 8 11.39 40 515
NORTH PITT HS       60.6 7072 891 110 40 19 8.88 50 796
NORTH ROWAN 
HS          57.4 10400 1185 0 70 22 12.43 40 837
NORTH STANLY 
HS         77.4 7643 1043 130 63 15 9.6 80 796
NORTH STOKES 
HS         66.1 9556 350 5 45 20 21.87 55 437
NORTH SURRY HS  73.6 10000 598 26 48 20 10.94 127 914
NORTH WILKES 
HS         76.2 12305 1358 54 42 16 17.38 175 708
NORTHAMPTON 
HIGH-EAST   49.8 7468 621 0 5 3 13.68 100 546
NORTHAMPTON 
HIGH-WEST   39.9 5500 415 0 37 10 12.88 90 427
NORTHEAST HS       65.1 13652 1078 0 20 20 12.72 115 1073
NORTHEASTERN 
HS         54.6 10703 1122 0 8 12 13.25 50 808
NORTHERN HS        62 17846 1271 52 46 23 12.44 122 1435
NORTHERN 
VANCE HS       46.7 10937 636 0 56 25 10.73 110 1019
NORTHSIDE HS 
(Beaufort) 71 8726 445 19 35 23 16.75 50 521
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NORTHSIDE HS        69.7 3732 11 0 36 8 7.92 139 471
NORTHWEST HS      84.6 13966 1000 50 80 17 8.07 176 1731
NORTHWEST HS      40.9 6366 426 0 50 8 7.39 250 862
NORTHWOOD HS    65.9 14006 864 18 72 17 15.9 0 881
NW CABARRUS HS 81.6 12661 1000 0 48 25 10.7 230 1183
OLYMPIC HS            49.8 17826 728 0 47 22 16.12 200 1106
ORANGE SENIOR 
HS        74.2 18000 1317 0 59 6 10.6 138 1698
PAGE HS                 69.2 21331 520 0 65 26 14.01 250 1523
PAMLICO 
COUNTY HS       70.1 25769 364 0 70 9 43.02 400 599
PARKLAND HS        51.5 12112 523 0 44 20 11.25 39 1077
PARKWOOD HS       76.5 12767 1116 4 30 22 11.46 106 1114
PASQUOTANK CO 
HS        55.6 6867 475 0 21 2 8.61 25 798
PENDER HIGH          73.9 17473 1645 0 18 10 15.67 414 1115
PERQUIMANS CO 
HS        69.8 9929 550 0 30 14 19.06 150 521
PERSON HS               67.3 12331 932 0 47 20 8.17 331 1510
PIEDMONT HS          81 11699 906 0 47 18 10.24 324 1142
PINE FOREST HS     53.4 15141 2028 247 172 18 8.57 340 1767
PINECREST HS         76.3 17000 0 0 78 12 33.01 150 515
PISGAH HS               77.6 9490 790 21 41 24 10.52 100 902
PLYMOUTH HS        39.7 8598 785 117 49 12 16.47 52 522
POLK COUNTY HS  69.8 11650 1189 45 54 24 18.64 100 625
PROVIDENCE HS     78.9 17399 1184 84 42 13 6.91 430 2519
PURNELL SWETT 
HS        54.5 13480 400 0 24 31 9.53 15 1415
R B GLENN HS         58 9 731 0 8 20 . 360 1335
R S CENTRAL           72.5 11114 78 0 32 25 11.49 125 967
RANDLEMAN HS     58.2 12000 1063 25 75 18 12.46 250 963
RED SPRINGS HS     41.4 9130 810 132 44 25 13.85 176 659
REIDSVILLE HS       54.5 17075 576 0 10 12 19.54 166 874
REYNOLDS HS         75.7 15150 746 0 90 25 9.14 420 1658
RICHLANDS HS       71.4 8578 650 0 46 25 11.64 154 737
RIVERSIDE HS         66.1 17583 1060 75 46 17 11.7 72 1503
ROANOKE HS           52.2 6673 370 0 50 20 16.44 100 406
ROANOKE RAPIDS 
HS       66.7 16554 560 0 20 10 19.41 1800 853
ROBBINSVILLE HS 79.6 9000 230 0 25 14 29.32 315 307
ROCKINGHAM CO 
HS        71.9 14000 500 0 30 10 13.74 0 1019
ROSEWOOD HS        71.8 10251 720 41 16 24 22.38 65 458
ROSMAN HS             88.2 9893 175 0 26 22 28.76 120 344
SAINT PAULS HS     46.6 9080 282 10 26 28 10.95 65 829
SALISBURY HS        77.3 12710 966 348 60 35 16.09 31 790
SANDERSON HS      77.2 19122 1517 8 15 20 12.84 100 1489
SCOTLAND HS         71.1 19400 1200 12 45 6 11.31 250 1716
SEVENTY-FIRST 
HS        55.6 23750 1522 142 32 22 14.9 231 1594
SHELBY HS               70.5 11641 386 45 42 24 14.7 69 792
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SMITHFIELD-
SELMA HS     71.5 13554 905 60 39 17 10.58 302 1281
SMOKY 
MOUNTAIN HS       70.7 2723 97 0 34 8 2.87 0 950
SOUTH 
BRUNSWICK HS      72.1 12447 0 0 0 5 13.75 75 905
SOUTH 
CALDWELL HS       66.6 15416 1426 51 45 23 11.25 500 1370
SOUTH DAVIDSON 
HS       66.4 3751 231 9 11 16 8.24 75 455
SOUTH 
GRANVILLE HS      71.8 8745 77 0 49 22 9.95 100 879
SOUTH IREDELL 
HS        73.4 9449 769 3 165 17 6.03 30 1568
SOUTH JOHNSTON 
HS       83.6 16590 967 0 63 25 10.55 154 1572
SOUTH LENOIR HS 69.1 9 . . . . . . 749
SOUTH 
MECKLENBURG 
HS    66.6 15000 600 0 20 15 7.77 500 1930
SOUTH POINT HS    72.8 10033 85 0 34 18 9.65 140 1040
SOUTH ROBESON 
HS        47.3 7952 301 2 28 22 14.17 204 561
SOUTH ROWAN HS 73.7 15736 1084 58 136 10 10.57 130 1489
SOUTH STANLY 
HS         63.6 7736 472 0 35 12 15.57 50 497
SOUTH STOKES HS 58.6 13405 935 3 60 24 21.24 100 631
SOUTH VIEW HS     63.1 20000 1746 74 76 16 8.73 500 2290
SOUTHEAST 
HALIFAX HS    29.7 2832 238 0 43 13 4.13 32 685
SOUTHEAST HS       71.5 10985 899 40 62 22 9.4 345 1168
SOUTHEAST 
RALEIGH HS    77 14396 1425 20 38 9 7.69 700 1873
SOUTHERN HS 
(Guilford)  67.8 9000 672 0 28 22 11.41 30 789
SOUTHERN HS 
(Alamance)  65.9 8722 194 52 38 22 7.92 64 1101
SOUTHERN HS 
(Durham)    52.8 11832 826 148 28 23 8.94 138 1324
SOUTHERN NASH 
SR HS     61.8 12809 298 0 125 10 10.5 100 1220
SOUTHERN 
VANCE HS       51.8 12302 75 0 60 22 13.76 500 894
SOUTHERN 
WAYNE HS       71 13526 1108 71 50 21 11.54 250 1172
SOUTHSIDE HS        63 9649 405 0 32 18 20.66 75 467
SOUTHWEST HS      75.3 9462 698 3 39 21 13.31 101 711
SOUTHWEST HS      66.2 10186 558 22 53 21 8.9 137 1145
SOUTHWESTERN 
HS         69.9 10101 1319 19 35 23 9.12 124 1108
ST STEPHENS HS     78.3 10083 1123 128 30 18 8.87 214 1137
STARMOUNT HS     74 11247 210 1 35 19 18.41 97 611
STATESVILLE HS    69.6 12386 715 25 47 30 11.83 136 1047
SUN VALLEY HS     73.4 16613 1197 129 39 22 15.57 100 1067
SURRY CENTRAL 
HS        82.1 9470 282 0 55 16 14.16 132 669
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SW EDGECOMBE 
HS         59.9 10983 736 0 75 22 12.31 106 892
SWAIN COUNTY 
HS         78.6 10095 529 0 50 13 20.81 50 485
SWANSBORO HS     76.9 10881 628 0 27 14 11.9 450 914
T C ROBERSON HS  83.1 10952 1055 14 84 7.4 8.27 420 1324
T WINGATE 
ANDREWS HS    56.4 12256 769 0 44 19 11.05 120 1109
TARBORO HS           66.5 10009 721 0 22 22 13.38 85 748
TERRY SANFORD 
HS        72.7 17542 1183 76 76 20 12.15 100 1444
THOMASVILLE HS  77.2 5972 864 11 30 20 10.7 125 558
TOPSAIL HS              88.3 5542 275 65 39 16 9.74 30 569
TRINITY HS              70.9 12000 1884 146 60 18 9.58 350 1253
TRITON HS               68.1 16513 991 10 44 21 12.96 155 1274
TUSCOLA HS            77.3 10079 655 110 64 27 8.59 80 1174
UNION HS                63.6 6530 290 25 39 15 14.84 227 440
UNION PINES HS     73.8 10156 99 0 32 11 10.28 124 988
WAKE F-
ROLESVILLE HS    80.5 10006 1011 10 14 17 9.34 144 1071
WAKEFIELD HS       84.9 10600 1345 40 30 4 8.24 291 1286
WALLACE-ROSE 
HILL HS    66.1 6840 0 0 32 24 11.16 26 613
WALTER M 
WILLIAMS HS    68.4 22947 1082 60 67 24 18.52 315 1239
WARREN COUNTY 
HS        48.9 10843 781 20 25 26 12.18 200 890
WASHINGTON HS   68.3 6460 1097 134 46 18 6.61 176 978
WATAUGA HS          79.9 25496 1971 75 82 17 16.77 127 1520
WEDDINGTON HS   88.2 8768 650 1 5 8 8.14 125 1077
WELDON HS             27.1 5000 400 0 25 8 17.79 0 281
WEST 
BRUNSWICK HS      65.3 10175 439 0 64 19 9.45 94 1077
WEST CALDWELL 
HS        70.3 15321 736 42 42 25 17.25 125 888
WEST CARTERET 
HS        80.1 12337 1218 0 37 7 10.75 550 1148
WEST CHARLOTTE 
HS       31.2 15220 1200 0 46 12 8.9 200 1709
WEST CRAVEN HS  72.9 10676 88 10 27 26 11.16 800 957
WEST DAVIDSON 
HS        74.7 7962 436 0 15 21 11.09 80 718
WEST FORSYTH 
HS         79.8 14000 1084 257 66 23 7.66 879 1827
WEST 
HENDERSON HS      83.7 12980 879 2 72 12 13.52 360 960
WEST IREDELL HS  73.6 10300 56 0 26 28 11.2 69 920
WEST LINCOLN HS 65.8 5808 0 0 35 32 6.47 30 898
WEST 
MECKLENBURG 
HS     48.1 15821 982 0 55 12 10.12 753 1563
WEST 
MONTGOMERY HS 55.8 7000 100 0 44 30 11.33 150 618
WEST ROWAN HS   73.5 12664 1644 50 84 18 10.66 509 1188
WEST STANLY HS   83.5 8300 200 0 30 15 8.81 75 942
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WEST STOKES HS   74 6650 253 0 13 9 7.13 94 933
WEST WILKES HS   79.8 10239 535 25 21 31 15.4 50 665
WESTERN 
ALAMANCE HS     66.5 10897 517 0 58 28 11.16 79 976
WESTERN 
HARNETT HS      63.3 16612 1106 64 31 17 9.59 109 1732
WESTERN HS           77.2 8900 888 10 17 20 8.08 30 1103
WESTOVER HS        48 16886 1612 137 55 13 14.3 155 1181
WHITE OAK HS        77.3 13047 826 12 49 22 10.79 361 1209
WHITEVILLE HS      65.3 8287 727 37 60 10 10.56 200 785
WILKES CENTRAL 
HS       76.6 10876 516 0 0 21 11.58 157 939
WILLIAM G 
ENLOE HS      76.1 22971 1835 50 12 14 9.73 469 2361
WILLIAMSTON HS  60.9 5300 75 0 22 12 10.13 165 523
ZEBULON B 
VANCE HS      57.8 13500 1603 38 43 12 5.9 0 2287
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Appendix B 
Correlation of Student Population and ABC Composite Scores 
Descriptive Statistics 
 
  Mean Std. Deviation N 
ABCCOMP 68.459 11.5286 310 
Students 1054.8544 451.65916 309 
 
Correlations 
 
    ABCCOMP Students 
ABCCOMP Pearson Correlation 1 .149(**) 
  Sig. (2-tailed) . .009 
  N 310 309 
Students Pearson Correlation .149(**) 1 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .009 . 
  N 309 309 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
